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PREFACE

Originally, the national program commi ttee qf'the ngional and
Branch Campu; Dean; andeirectors had establ ished a debate format in
which this paper.wou]d constitute the argument for low tuitlon.; The .
tuition se;sion was to consist of a statement by a proponent of low
tuition followed by a statement from a proponent of higher tuit’on.
Then the formal debate was to proceed with rgjoinders from person
and questions from the floor. For Qhateve('reasons, this'debate did
not materialize and the author of this paper Qas aﬁked t6 Fxpand his
efforts';o a ﬁaper of the present ]ength. No attempt was ;ade--as the

author would\normally consider his reépon:ib!lity--td present a bal-

anced view of ‘the tuition issue.



INTRODUCTION

| have been asked to talk to you today about low tuition--about
why the concept is in trouble and why it is important that it be pre-

o’

served. | suppose you could say my major task is to get you propquy
aI;rmed about the erosion of the low-tuition prlnclple; but another
purpose Is to provide you with gome ammuni tion for'defending (he Tow=
tuition concept to your political constituencies.

My remarks will Be in threg parts. -

First | will discuss what has been happenfng’and:wha;.the future
promises in regard'to tuition prlélng._ | wll};show thattgitinns are
rising, (a) because the costs of higher educaifon ;re rising, (b) be-
cause higher education is losing in the competition for public fesources.
and (c) because the reports of the various national groups studying the .

financing of higher education have favored increases. |

Secondly, | will discuss éhe rationale generally offered by thoée
who suppprt‘higher tuitions. | will talk abouF?the exgeqt.to which the
recommendations of the national feports are being carried outsand about
the evfects of these recﬁmmenéétiqns upon lnstftutlons and students.

Some implications for your specific kinds of institutions yill be in-

eluded here.

Nﬂ\\\ Finally, | will discuss the critical importance of low tuition tc

the surviva: of postsecondary education as we have known it. This -

should give you some ammunition to argue the case for low tuition back

* The content of this speech appears here in its orlglnal form with
the exception of minor editorial changes made to accommodate the print-
ed page.
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RECENT RiSES IN TUITION

Let me begln;rthen, by sqying that -there iq gred% cause for concern.
Tuition has~been rising for the past flve §pars at ajr;te 20 percent
quter than the rate of lﬁcrease in per cépi;a dl§posabie income for the
period 1950-1972. Many students and.ﬁany institutions are belﬁg priced
out of the market. |

‘It is very clear from research in economics that thg demand for a
commodity is directly related :to the price. This pr%nclble hq; been |

— .

shown to apply to higher education. The National Commibsion on the Fi-

nancing of Postsecondary Education conservatively. estimated that enrol-

Inents wfll decrease by 2.% percent‘fér every $100 increase in tuition,

a8 decrease nationally of 250,000 students fdr'éVery $IOO rise in tuition.
‘s it any wonder that with tuitions continuing to rise we are said to be
approaching a steady ;tate i; enroliments? Enrollments among 18-21 year-
oid méles, for example, aée down about 15 percent since 1969.

Beforc going further, it would seem lmpgra;ive to discuss why tui-
tions continue to rise so rapidly. ‘The basic answer, of course, is that -
costs continue to risé. |

It is probably impossibie to hold the line on higher education
costs. The National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges estimated that institutional income must rise by 10 percent per
vear merely to maintain the existing level of higher- education seryices
and offerings, and this was at the cld rate of inflation. Costs have

actually risen at the rate of 14 percent\per year since ISBIL Costs

. ' . . k
must rise for several recasons. Knowing these reasons will be useful to
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You as you argue your case for greater public fiscal S, Jort.
" 1. More students. By far the IargeSt cost increase inlfhe 1960s
reSuited from the greatly exbanded number of studeéis to be fo

!

" educated. During the decade enrol Iments more than dOubled and .
'
the production of high‘cost Ph. D s tripled. In addition thece
were immense outiays for capital constructlon.. Although higher
education now is growing at a slower rate, only for a brief
R ' period in the 1980s will enrollments level off_or moderately
i : decline. Further, the new students will be far more likely
. ) ‘}2 . thanlpreviOus studeﬁrs to require additioqal”studént aid, re-~

»' medial work, and ethnic studies programs, to name;just a few of

e ~ the reasons for higher costs.

1Y

~

2:/,Iif2ation. In the early 1960s the rafe:éf inflatida was Z.per-
— cent; at the beginning of the 1970s :i was 5 percent; now it is d
12 eercent; and | have revised that figure upward twice since
writing this statement five weeks ago. Even if all other ele-
ments of the cost spiral.3ere ﬁeld ronstant, inflatipn would
continue to add greatly to the costs of higher edJcation.‘
-/ 3. The labor-intensive nature of higher education. Service iadus-
tries are rharacterized'as being labor intensive; that is,; they
. depend heavilf'upon Ey%an resources As such, they are far
. less capable oi achieving productivity gains than are the more
mechanized industries. Although mostlw0uld\say that higher edu-
catien contirnues to improve qualitatively, there have been no
; quantitative pfeductiyity increases in higherQeducation since

the ISBQ;.V This, of course, does not explain why costs con-

tinue to rise in the absolute sense; however, it does show why

- o




costs In higher education rise at a faster rate than in Industry,
which hlstqblcéliy.has shown-an'énnual prbductfvlty galn;of 2.5
percent. : | B -

b. The atandard of living. Disposable Incéme increases apoyt 2.5
percent per year. Disposable lncome,‘!n essence, represents
the standard of lﬁVlng.q With personﬁél costs consuming appro;l-
mately three-fourths of instltutlonal income, and ~ith personnel
salaries necessarily lncreaslng.é.s perceht per year net of in-

i
flation: in order to keép pace 'with the remainder of society., -

»

costs must go. up c?mgafatively. _ '

At rresent, total hiéhef'édhcation costs are preseﬂTZy affeeted vp-
ward by nearly 20 percent annually. ' §~\

£§W'back téetu!tﬁqp. Why must tuition rise? | doubt Xhat | need
famillarize anyone.hé;e wlth the pblltlcs of higher eduéutlon finance.
The-slmple'fact of the matter is that generally we get 6ur money wherever
there l§ the Iegst resistence. State governments are?continpally more

reluctant to provide the necessary additional resources: The federa'

governiaent- has put most of its‘money into student aid: BO0Gs, SEOGs,

Lwofkstudy, the G:l. Biil, National Direct and Guaranteed Studeﬁt Loans,

etc. Although institutional aid was called for in the present higher edu-
catioﬁ legisiation. the Nixon adninistration strongiy and successfully re-
sisted any efforts to fund those previsions. Private giving has increased.
but this source represents only a small portion of ali funds for higher edv-
cation; more impoftant, the rate of growth of private giving is not keeping
pace with the higher costs.

So what is left? The answer !s tuition. Students are the on'y

party involved not directly represented in the political process related

b 7
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zll:cely that students will be’

o

to higher educatin fundlng. and thus it is

T4

expected to yleld the needed addltlona! resources. L

~ ln all fairness governmental pars{mony is not the real culprlt.
l | and. this brings me to my second ooln* unQer part one: Goverhments present-.
ly have severe demands on their resources. and higher educatlon has de- :
.cllned in priority. :uealth care, publlc safety. public transportatlon,'
welfare,.energy, ano.the envlro nt are alj presently more urgent so-
cietal concerns than hfﬂher edquf}on.‘EWIthln~thls context, it is lit-
. . tle wonder that higher education Funding by governments has tapered off
and that students and their families are being required to mahe up, the

! ' difierence. v ! ' N

But, as if things were not~already b;q enough, yet.another-major
force has entered the scene to press for hlgher tul tions--which brings
B ' me to point three. This force is the reports of the vsiious groups
| studying the finance of hig.ier educaiion nattonally. included are the
- reports of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, the. Comnj ttce
for Economic Development, the HEW Newman Task Force, and the Natlonal
Committee on the F:nancing of Postsecondary Education. The recommenda-
tions of all reports either explicitly or implicitly have been said to
polnt.in the same dfrection--to higher tuitions. ! wf1i try to summarlze
_very briefly only the Flrst two reports.

The Carnegie report recommends the raising of publlc college and
university tuitions to one-third of educational costs, iheir estimate
being that the present le el js 17 percent. | should say, parenthetically,
that onder great pressure the Commission recalculated and revised their

estimate, greatl; reducing the gap between the one-third and the present

levels of tuition. _ Interestingly, and this, too, may be a point useful

7 , 8
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to'iou'ln dealling wlth.your leglslatures, Russell Thackrey-estimates that
uslng gross tul}lon figures, -as the Commlssloners apparently lntended
and’ baslng calcuiations on the costs of instruction, rather than on in-
stltutlonal income, again as was intended the actual average portion now -
contributed by tultion nationally would be somewhat in excess of the 33
percent figure advocated by the Commlsslqii .
The increase in tuition, under the Carnegie plan, would be of fset .
for lower-income students through the increasing of Basic Educational
Opportunity Grants (BOGs), with" these students receiving up to 75 percent]

]

of the 'costs for lower- divlsion enrollment. Further, the states would

be i~duced to develop rarallel, programs for their funding of higher edu-
cation. . |
| Middle-income stucents, un the other hand, would be provided with

the opportunity for ihcome contingency loans, the terms and conditions

of hepayment being dependent uponllater earnings. Presumably, these loans
would be at thé market rate -of lnterest. However, this lhterest would

not be'waiyed during the student years, as is present federal policy, but 'd.
would be deferred and amortized over the !ife of the loan.. Of the many
provisions of this report, these appear to be the major ones bearing upon
our discussion here; “

The Committeeifor Economic Development (CED) report varies from that.
of Carnegie only in degree; the CED is said to recommend more drastic
changes than Carnegie. (In actuality, if the:calculations of the first
Carnegie report were followed, the CED report would be the less extreme.)
Under the CED proposal, tuition would be raised to 50 percent of instruc-

tional costs. Fcr four-year institutions this increase would he accom:

plished within five years rather than the 10 specified by Carnegie.



A ..

;Tultlon at public two-year lnstitutléhs would reach this level within 10
_yeé?? under the (ﬁED plah,. whereas the Carnégle Cbmlsslon.m—)u.ld differen-
klate tuition by.levej_of enrol Iment, keeping tuition low fbr'the first
two years. Agaiii, hlqhér fultlons woulq mean extensive géanf~and loan
'shbsldles to l;;-ln;;ﬁe students. Although the-CED's Ioaﬁ proposal is
not explicitly stated, it would follow the income contingent principle

of the Carnegie Commission. ' ,

r -

. RATIONALES SUPPORTING HIGHER TUITION

THis, ther, cbmp]etes the back round. portion of my statement. |
have said ihat (1) the costs of higher education dre necessari Ly rising,
(2) that higher education is losing or ls_exgécted toslose'3n,the battle
for additional Lublic résources, adz (3) thgé certain national reports
have played an important part in the tréﬁd éoward higher tuitions. How
do these groups justify their recommepdatlon;'for higher tuition? The

answer to this question composes the second of my three-part discussion.

Three discrete though related rationales are commonly cited: (a) the

_ societal versus individual benefits argument, {b)'the market model ap-

proach, ﬁnd (c) the case for equality of educaéional opportunity.

Societal"vs. Individual Bensfits

Generally, it Is reésoned that if society largely benefits from

higher education, séciety should pay the major portion of the bill; on
the othér hand, if the individual largely benefits, the jndividual large-
ly should pay. Following this logic, if the individus] benefits, tuition
should be high; if society benefits, fuitlon should be low.

There are voluminous discussions and tabled calculations of the

; 10 ©
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portion each sector, soclety and the individual, pays of the total cost

of higher education. Detalled analyses exist showlng the breakdown of

all public (governmental) contributions and of the costs ‘Incurred’ by
students. Although there are some differences in the upper limits of
the rarge ef estimates, it Is commonly accepted that the individual and

his family assume at least two-thirds of the total costs of highef edu-

.cation, including incqme foregone. The remaining portlon,'approxlmately

¢
one-third, is paid by society.

i

But this proportion has no m#anlng without the other half of the

equation: Who benef!ts? Unfortunately, this is where the discussion

4 .

degenerates to mere speculation. Estlmate; of the.individual benefits

of higher education are quite good, being rather uniformly calcul2ted at
: .

' between:9 and 11 percent. Based upon these figures alone, high tuition

advocétes heve often asserted that the individual should pay more of the”_'

hlgher educatlon cost because the approxlmate Q‘to 11 percent represents

- a handsome rate of return on the educational lnvestment. So it would

14

seem.
Butr what is society's return on its investmenf7 Herein lies the

key to the equjty issue. |If society's rate of return is less than 9 to

11 percent, perhaps the two-thirds/one-third distribution of.prlvate to N

public costs is equitable. But if society's return is equal to or greater

‘than the individual's return, society should pay more of the costs than

it now does. Unfortunately. Ehere are no well-accepted estimates of the _
social returns, primarily because many social benefits are unsuitable to
quantification.

There are very few who doubt the existence of societal benefits of

higher education; but their actual wor:h is seldom estimated. Because

8 11
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they cannot be measured easlly. a few economists questuon their exlstence
at all,

while other persons place thelr value.at almost 100 percent of"
all beneflts accrued.  Most European nations hake!thls implicit assump-

1
i
. {

. tion by selectlng only the ellte ‘or college dnd then paylng their total

%imonetary costs of attendance plus‘per diem expenses.

\

l For what it is wqrth,-Gary Becker estimates the social rate of re-
{

I

I’

‘turn from’ hngher educatlon to be between 8 and 20.percent.

In any case,
‘there is no reason to belicve that the percentage is substantially

less
? than 9 to 11 percent.’ ! T ' :

¢ \

. The Marketqﬂodel

b
. i
.
¢

The secrond rationale often cited by the high tuition advocates is

what | call the market model. Under this rationale, tuition would have

to be raised to ful] cost or at least to very high levels.

The market model, when reduced to its slmplest.elements, consists
! ot

_ of consumers and producers who are brought together in a general market
///' ' system. There may be many middlemen, but at its slﬁplest level there

are only consumers and producers and the general market system.

For ef-
ficient market operation, each of these'elements must consist of the fol-
lowing.

(Think abou. higher eaucation and vour institution as you listen.)

Consumers (students) must be_chanacterized by (1) the ability to

make prudent choices, (2) the knowledge necessary to make these choices,

and (3) the means to exercise these choices. ~—

Prcducers of goods or services (colleges) must he charazterized by

(1) a single decision maker; (2) a profit motive; (3) a technology by

which a particular outpUt'is produczd using land, labor, and capital

12
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"outputs; (4) the freedom to sell outputs in order to earn revenues;'and'

l5)-the freedom to use revenues to buy productlve factors.

The general market.system must be characterized by perfect competl-
tlon. lncreaslng costs in all Jndustrles an excluslon property, the ab-
sence of public goods (soclal benefits), complete knowledge, and complete
mobi lity. -

Because the argdnents_are fairly technical, | shall not explain why
the'harket model ls inappropriate and inadequate as a ratio e for for-
mulating hlgher education flnanclng pollcy. If you.are=dnterE£aed. those
de*alls are provided in a recent paper developed by a colleaoue and my-
self. a paper whlch_appeared in the January, ?97#, i:jhe of The Journal
of HighériEdyoafion and'nas entitled "The Market Model and Higher Educa-
tion." In short we showed ‘that essentially none of the condltnons of

the market mnodel referred to earlier can be met adequately in higher edu-

cation.

Equality of Educational Opportunity

Cé

The third and probably most commonly.used‘rationale to defend higher
tuitions is equality of educational opportunity. Now if that statement
bewi lders you, let me assure you that you are not alone. Many have chal-
lenged the logic of raising tuitions to expand access. Nevertheless, the
argument goes something like this: -

Low tuitions essentially represent public subsidies. That is, in
order for institutions to keep tuitions low, governments must provide

institutional subsidies equal to the portion of the educational costs

L

‘that tuitions do not pay. But low tuitions, it is argued, benefit every-.

one who attends a low-tuition col’ege. Not only do students who have

b "
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‘great financial need récéive the public subsidy, but so do those who

§0qld well afford to pay hjgher'tultlons, Thus, it is ésserted that in
tﬁe case of the student who has tﬁe ability to pay, these tuition sub-
sidies rebres;nt ‘wasted' public resources (transfer payments). Public -
subsidies should be focused on those who are in greatest need, and tﬁgy: -
should not be expended in any case on those who could afford to pay th;‘
bill without éldj-of so the argument goes. Therefore, it logically fol- .
lows--and this is the critical boiht--that tuttion sﬁbuld be ratsed té
high levels; and the money saved by governments should be appropriated

for aid programs for Low-1income students.

Summary - Current -Dollars Expended for Tuition Subsidy

In summation of al! three of these rat]onales,'it is important to
point out that all three argue not only for high tuition but for large
student'aid.brograms for stud;;ts with high econémic need. This is what
i8 behind the very clear isend io place more and more of the resources
jbr higher education in the hands of students and to raise tuitions ac-
cordingly.

This brings us then to the present situation. Tuitions continue to
rise as more and more public resources fgr higher education are moved
from institutional aid categories to stﬁdént aid categories. Let us con-
sider some examples. During the academic year just completed, the federal

government channeled $122.1 million into the BOG program alone. During

the next academic year, the amount will be S475 million; the amount re-

‘ quested by the president for 1975-76 is $1.3 billion. The U.s. Office of

Education.is planning on $1.1 billion. Meanwhile, money that formerly went

directly to the institutions has all but disappeared.

1 /3/} ‘
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“At\the state level, 'a similar pattern has eﬁerged. In 1967-68, six

states had state scholarship and grant programs, in 1971-72, the number

was 22 Slnce I§69, the average percentage lncrease in state funds for
these programs has been up 18 percent each year. Although the average
award rose qply gradualiy durlng the first three )ears, the number of

separate awards Increased greatly, being up 14 percent in 1970-71 and '_ ae

. 19 percent in 1971-72. By synthesizing and extrapolating from scattered o

data, it is estimated that approximately $700 million are now spent by L

the states on student aid. The federal government probably adds.another

' ‘o

one and ooerhalf to two billion dollars total; private sources contribute y
well:over $50 million;uand colleges and universities from.their own varied “
sources add another $700-$800 million. Clearly, the trend.toward{flnan-'
cing hngher education through students is a major one and one, | believe,

that will have serious implications for higher education.

EFFECTS OF FINANCING HIGHER EDUCATION THROUGH STUDENTS

Now let me turn to some of the effects of this developing trend. |
wl/l focus .my remarks here upon the extent to which equality of edueational
opoortunity is achieved, and how students are redistributed among the in-
stitutions of higher education as a result of these aid programs. The
bases for my observations stem largely from research we have conducted
at the Center for the Study of Higher Education at Penn State although |

have alsc made use of other published accounts as appropriate.

Achievement of Equal Educational Opportunity

First, on the matter of equality of educational opportunity, | think

it is fair to say that the evidence is at best mixed. Based largely on.

14
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a study o‘ﬂzk;\arant<and sdhqlarsh}p recipients in those five states
having the largest state student aid programs (i.e., California, New York, '
PennsyIQanla, New Jersey, and l1linois), it seéms clear thét the ald pro-
grams have had the gffect of inQuclng large numbers of persons to attend
college whotﬁaﬁld otherwlse'haQé'béen unablé or unwilling to do so. In

the five-state study we found that over 40 percent.on the average of all
. N .
aid recipients lnqicated that the aid was the cause of their being in

'Eollege. 'ﬂhéﬁ.wéaexamlned who these aid recipients Qére. we found that :-

they~wére disproportionately more likely to have tathers whose occupations
could be dgégrlbéd'ssllowgr status. This is most evident in the case of
students whgge fathers~wére classified as_skilled, semiskilled.'or un=’
skllleq wgrkers. The aid recipients were also more likely to come frpm
lo&er income families than were all students considered collectively.

" On the ofﬁer hand, we do not know Bow many students who vere not
qualified for ald were fdrced to aiter their plans fa} college attendance. .
So we do not really know to what extent some were given educational op-
portunity at the cost of educational opportunity for others. There is '
reason to believe that the excluded group may be quite largéf\‘$n another
paper done with my colleague, Gary Johnson, we ex;m!ned thé issue of
equity in the financing of higher eddgation., It was our conclusion from
several months of work on this topic that although lower income stuqevés
do gain educational opportunity under the var{ous aid programs, midd}é-
income students in fact lose considefaﬁly. |

Consider, for example, the following set of data:. In preparation
for testimony given earlier this month to a Congressional committee, |

collected data comparing the expected family contributipns to the actual

family contributions of those who applied for student aid. The evidence

i3 19
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showed that those whe applied for ald and received it obtained from their _

parents on the avenage almest exactly the amount calculated by agencies

of the federal government. This amount was about $480. Meanwhile, for
those whe applied for but were refused aid--and these are almost exclu-
sively middle-income students--the Picture was quite different. My cal-
culations show that the average expected family contrlbutloqs;for'non-
recibient.appllcants was approx!nately $I,7301 But the average actual
famjay contrlbutjon was about $1,000 less. In other words, the avetade
différence between the amount aid recip!ents are getting from their parents
and the amount nonrecipients are gettin; fnom their parents is only about
$150~-%270, althoughuft is sUpposed to be about $1, 256 \ Put another way, :
aid reclpients on the averqge get from their parents almost exactly the
amount the government thinks they spould get, while nonrecipients--who

are Iargelysmlddle-income,students-eget,Iess than 44 percent of the amount .
ca]culated.by government reptesentatives,-'These~data'show that family in-
come is a very poor predictor of the amount of suaport a glven student

will need to finance his college educatlon. |, would have to conclude that
middle-income parents, who have established a moderateksxandard of valng,

are either unable or unwilling to lower drastically that standard and thus

have few resources available for the college education of their offspring.

Student Redistribution Among Institutions

Let us move then from equality of educational opportunity considera- . .

tions to consider.how students redistribute themselyes among Institutions
as a result of having received aid. | will dlscdss,these findings very

briefly according to three institutional classifieation-varlables: sector
of control, public or private; institutional level, university, fonr-year

college, two-year college; and institutional size. These findings are

14
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again from the '‘College Student Gfant Study"' conducteq'ai gpé Penn State
Center. | g

What we discover is that st?dént aid recipiénts are cons!derably
more Iikeiy to attend private institutions than students who compose a -
suitable norm group. Indeed, among those state aid recipients whose at-
tendance patterns were altered as a result of having received aid, about
31 percéh@ selected p(Ivate instltutions:and about 1] pgycent'seiected
public Institution§. | !

By‘Vnsfitutlonal level, we found that universities and four-year
colleges ;kg important beneficiaries pf'aid programs but that two-year
campuses definiiely are not. This was one of the clearest flndinés from
our data. it seems that, given the resources to do so, students';;ll
leave the two-year campuses for universities and four~year colleges. Only
quaagtracthn to the two-year campuses of some students who would not ,.
have attende&.college anywhere compensates for Ehegs"lﬁsses by the two-
year colleges. But, relatively speaking, twc-yeaf:ﬁam;uses fare very
poorly under governmental student aid prograns. A

By institutional size, the effects are linear and are inversely re-
lated to receipt 6f aid. In otheé;words, aid recipients ére most likely
to select small institutions and are least likely to select large institu-
tions when compared to suitable no;m group pecpulations. ?

You would probably be interested in knowing that when these data are
combined with the findings of our investigations into the impficat}bns.of

the stabilization of enrollments occurring nationally, we come to some

rather clear-cut conclusions aoout the kinds of institutions that will

3

» prosper and the kinds that will be in serious difficulty in the years a-

head. We think that the high status and very low tuition institutions
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tul tions of . nearby community col leges. . ]

3
will be able fb mabntain themselves at least at present'Ieveis. But'for‘. -
those which can‘offer neither high status'nor Iou cost, we predict serious ;' _;-
trouble. In this latter category would be the small, private, church-re-.
lated institutions; tbe statefcoilgges having relatively nigh tuitionsi
and those two-year institutions which carry the nanie. oi a state univer-
sity, but Iittle else savo the _high pricé theée institutions often charge.

Obviously, some of your institutions would fit this description. lnciuded

wouid be those campuses having tuitions that are nct competitive witn_the

. In part two | described three rationales commonly used to support

-

the argument for high tuition. Iln part three | have discussed some im-
13

pIications of high kuition for your institutions. In the finai part of

my comments | wouidjiike to offer a word about the importance of low

tuition to your institutions.

e

Importance of Low Tuitions
The iirstipoint would be to repeat the one just made. If your campus ¢

bears the name of your state university, this wi}l become a greater and

greater'advantage to you in the years ahead as you attempt to maintain

enrollments. However, this'advantage may have payoffs only to the extent

that you are able to keep tuitions close to those of competitive institu-

-

RS '

tions. ‘

The second point has to do'with the tradition of free public educa-
tion. |

It is often said that the .major forces shaping the character and con-
dition of social institutions and, indeed, individual organizations, are
history and tradition. The reason why an organization operates the way

it does, why members of the organization hold the views they do, and why
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the organization is structured the way it is are rooted in the history

"4

4

-and traditions of the organization. o .
The history and tradition of American education is largely that if{
has been f?ee.f Fromla time when the society saw its most pressing need
as the "Americanization of everyone'" in order to undergird the nation of
immigrants withi%kcommOnuPeritage through the period of industrialization
when skilled-proﬁes%ionals and business leaders were ne°ded to staff the:
developing businesses and technologies, the greater social good required

P o
. strong Dublic support of education. To encouraqe consumption of hzqher

education. tu{;ion _costs were kept Tow. : . E o *.
As has been very cleariy noted from newspaper ,nd television editnri-
nals concerning Lhe various plans to raise public college tuitions, the“'
American public still'resists the aoandonment-of the free public educa-
tion principle: Your legislators_should be reminded constantly of this
. fact. . |
My third poinc'regards what | would cal)] the matter of political
.feasioility. Raising tuition is being suggested as the proper means to
the widely accepted end of increasing equality of educational opportupaty.
But, it can be argued that if means are inequitable, no plan for finaticing
higher education will receive the broad public support essential to suc-
cessful public policy. In short, the politics of good higher educataon
financing policy dictate equitable treatment of all, not a freelpublic
service for some and high tuition for others. Broad public support is
, hecessary politically and is essential to the healthy maint.nance of any
mejor public service, including higher education. |

The fourth point to be made is that low tuition has a proven record .

as @ guarantor of higher education access on the parts of lower- and mid-
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die~incq?e students. It would be iﬁterestlng'to'knou how many of those -
- in thi; room were able to attend coiie;e only:because of éccessibility to
a low- ;t‘pubiic ;ﬁstitution. Surh institutions have resulted ultimate.y
i1 upward mobility for i}xerally mi!iions of Ame:r icans. The assumption
that the qpiiars raised from higher education tuitions wil’ be transferred
ori a dollar-for-dollar basis-to grants for.iow-incpme students is a very
questionable assumpf!on indeed. ; have not yet heard of any political
figure promisiné that the pubiic money saved as a result of higher tuitions
wili)be placed in a trust fund for aid to de§erving students. Until those

]

assurances are a reality and until we take into account the effec.Es-‘on
middle~income students, | woul& submit that this risk is one that is tco
great for this society. o :./
Finally, | need only to remind you that institutiona1 discretionary
income is vntal to the maintenance of higher education iqstitutions as we
have known them. Institutions that receive all or nearly all of their
money from students will necessarily vecome overly.responsive to them. In
a competitive svstem, institutions cannot afford to waste significant re-
éources on activities only tangentially related to production of the goods
or servicgs.being purchased. Perhaps the best model for understanding
what wouf&‘happen under such a system wbuid be the proprietary school.
Proprietéry schools can ill-afford to expend rcsources not directly re-
lated to enhancing the earningé potential of their student clients. Stu-

dents purchase a product from proprietary schools, and there are very few

dollars left over for such frivolities as general and liberal education.

= Heavy emphasis rests upon learning the technical skills being purchased.
.| doubt that many here would propose such a model for higher education
genarally.
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{n sum, ! have shown Qhat the future promises in regard to tuition
pricing. | havenpégsent;d. and } hope brought irto serious’ question, the
rationales usedrto subpﬁ?t :he high tultl?n prlnclple.;'l have discussed
some observable e%fects of those sthdsnt aid programs added as corollaries
to high tuition proposals, and ! haQe offered some positive defenses of s

low tuitlon and ite corollary--nnstltuional aid.

Let me close. then. by saying we should take a very close look at
studpnt/;ld programs which may be attractively labeled as programs of '
equal opportunity. Studeng aid'programs which result in higher tuitions
are not likely to enhance opportunity for anyone in the: long ;un: worse
‘yet, they may degéiby a system of hlghef education thgt:has had no peef

in western civilization.
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